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employees' retirement plan. The s e cond t h i n g , a mor e
obvious one. Right now Social Security is taken out of your
paycheck. You realize, of course, that b y th e ru l e s t he
state also has to kick in a certain amount of Social
Security, exactly the same principle as would be embodied in
this retirement plan, yet that is already occurring. I f
that is unconstitutional or if what I am proposing is
unconstitutional, then our participation necessar i l y i n t he
S ocial Secur i t y s y s t em would a l s o be. B u t ab o v e and b e yond
that, as I say , the prop osal I am mak i ng r ec i t e s
specifically the reasons we are doing it, recites that we
are ma king specific f i ndings with r espect to the
constitutionality question and the reasons therefore. Will
the constitutional test occur'? I re a l l y d ou b t i t b ecau se I
doubt anybody believes when they really examine i t t h a t i t
is unconstitutional. Is it an appropriate thing f or u s t o
do? Absolutely. What is the cost? A bout $8 8 , 000 a y e a r ,
from what I recollect, and I believe they are handing ou t
the information on that. Pat, are they handing out the
information on that? Patrick, have t hey been h a n d i n g o u t
the material? O kay. So you have the information on the
costs. The portion that would have to be p i c k ed u p b e cause
we are implementing something and there are existing
legislators already and you have to compensate for that, is
another, I don't know, 60 to 70 thousand do l l a r s a yea r .
The point being, for a total cost of somewhere between a 100
and $150,000, the Legislature is doing something that needs
to be done, absolutely needs to be done, and t h a t 42 ot h e r
states already necessarily do as part of t hei r l eg i sl at i v e
process. And from the constitutional standpoint, as I say,
we think it clear, we think it absolutely clear, t hose o f us
supporting this, that when the constitutional language was
put in, it contemplated, necessarily contemplated current
compensation as opposed to deferred compensation. I n f a c t ,
i n 1932 when th e l a n guage was p ut i n , i t i s my re co l l ect i on
from the studies of the subject they didn't even have such
things as pension plans, retirement plans, this kind of
thing, so onl y cu rrent compensation could hav e b een
contemplated and, therefore, the language is c l e a r . We ar e
not afraid of a court test, i f on e s h o u l d o c c u r. I t h i nk
this is the appropriate bill and I would ask the legislators
to support putting this proposal in there to get this matter
c leared u p f o r now and the fu ture so that f uture
legislators, proposed legislators, c andidat es , w o u l d know
what the job entailed when they ran for it and so that the
job would entail a reasonable retirement plan as part of it.
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